May £7,1069 



Dr. James ^'hoeds 

Archivist of the United Sts too 

Washington, D*C# 

Saar Dr, Rhoede, 

I ho vo deliberately delayed replying to your latter of May 16, 

1969 - which required but four days to travel 60 ml lea - to provide ample 
time for receipt of the promised response to my 1 tter of April 7, tto 
afthe ego, almost. Predictably, it has not reached me. 

It la now, 1 believe, beyond Question that the Archives under your admini- 
stration hse dedicated Itself to the utoost interference with proper use 
of end access to those files under lta care es they relate to toe murder 
of the President and its official investigation. If this is not being 
done et your order. It is being done in your name, with your assent, for the 
occasions on which I have called this to your attention are numerous. The 
delays beyond reason or justification are unvarying. This has the effect and, 

I am satisfied, the intent of interfering with inquiry into the falsehood 
ordained as truth by the government of wnich you are part and whoso policy 
you implement by your administration. 

The record you thus make ia perhaps beat, for it certainly 
illuminate a tba conduct and functioning o f government, the character of 
the * investigation", as nothin* also possibly could. The record you ms fee ia 
also One by which you will be remenbared. To the degree I can, X will 
eaaure this. If it becomes possible, I will do this in court, for it is my 
desire to teat all of this under the available law. 

Nothing batter 11 lust rate a tha deliberateness of y eur interference 
in my work than your lattar of Uay Id. Everything in it ia months old. 

Those few things you sent me era ell duplicates of whet you had aarlier eont, 
in rasponaa to the same requests, some et l*Aat a half jeer old and, X 
believe, all dating to last year or early this year. Page 15 of Coamioeion 
Document 301 is in response to my request of last Ndvsmber, earlier filled, 

Ae I hove earlier reminded you, Here remain unanswered requests. 

I will not permit you to wests mote of my time by looking thma up, I accept 
tha alternative, your deliberate and intanded Interference in my work and the 
investigation of the murder of the President end its Investigation by the 
government whose agent you are. Ton assured me months ego that you had than 
hod e ehack made and thera were none not raeponded to. I assured you this was 
not Ho cose. Now, l nMipiwecg May, you protend response. It ia a fri- 
volity unworthy of government, your function and responsibility and the subject 
matter. One that comes immediately to mind is my repeated request fbr e copy 
of that paga of the Oswald *»erina manual Carlos Bringuier annotatad. On several 
occasions I gave your staff tha exact paga. On* one occasion they told me 
they could not find It* Tlxi» cannot tbe caaa. 



Not hailng your prooleed reply to ay latter of April 7, which I 
believe hoa to do with ay initial request of nor than four months ego* I 
do not know what your response is or will ha. However, boned on the record 
you hove conveniently made bo clear, I thick it not unreasonable to antici- 
pate a denial. Tharafora, I oak you to aend me the pepera and any necessary 
instructions for asking for this under the "Freedom cf Information” Act. I 
•ant to ba in a proper position to cerrytthls through, end to exhaust all 
the administrative possibilities. 



You write, "The two pagea bearing ‘notes actually made in the 
room in which the examination was taking place* that ora montloned in Dr. 
Ilumfie* testimony Vara reproduced in XVIXX hearings 45—46." This cannot ba 
the case, unless Dr. Humes perjured himself. He teotifled to hia notes, 
nod® in the autopsy room by ”mye®ir, during the eutopsy. Those sre not hia. 
One is by Dr. Boswell, tte other by Dr. Finck. It is not only reasonable to 
assume that Dr. Huidob could not rsinJoe on eutbfsy "Without notes, it is also his 
sworn tectiE»ny. The f 1 Los you hove node available to mo contain no such 
notes. You do hew the receipts fbr those very notee, frea the autopsy bench 
to the Comal esion. If you do net have tbea In your flk s, you con obtain 
duplicates from the Secret Service, which did have them and provided a>rce of 
the receipts you do have. 1 think yon ora obliged to. I do request it. 

You oa*c for a copy of tfcw Allen-Scott column referring to the 
declassification of documents relating to the interception of Oswald* a mail. 
The clearest copy 1 can sm '£& lc enclosed. The peregruph under "Hotter In- 
tercepted raeda; FBI report on file in toe “'stional Archives, which hoa 
b-«n recently declassified, notes that tho ogop.cy started its inveotlgn— 
ticn lavuediatcly on intercepting Oawold'e letter after it was v^oi lod 
November 12 in Irving, Hex." 

The copy 1 have appeared in the Shreveport, La. "Times" November 
20 , 1907. Federal origin of t: e information in this column soots probable. 
Other parte are relevant also. 



On tha subject of dwclaesifi cation, at your 3 ug.'» 0 tion I wrote 
Attorney Genorel Clark l<?at year about these withheld documents in the 
David Ferris flla that could not properly be withheld, one of which la in 
ay possession and dearly establishes thio. Under date of November 7, 1968, 
Assistant Attorney General Vinson wrote me,". ..a? periodic review la j»w 
(ay snphaais) being conducted.. .Wo expect this review will bo completed in 
s abort tl'-o ." Therefore, I »ak what wns declassified and if nothin* was, e 
statement to tuat effect, e record 



If you do not maintain s liat^of what waa restricted ond than 
becomes available, you are severely restricting reeearch, for the volume of 
material la, as you note, extenaive, end it is a physical impossibility to 
go over tbs seme files again. AIbo, tha bibliography indicates w.\at is 
withheld and becomes a deception, I would dike to think that when a president 
is murdered, the government does not feel i -spelled to pinch pennies, to thus 
interfere with incuiry Into it. In the pest when 1 have ilagad this archive 
waa understaffed, the Archives assured me t»is was not tho ease. If it le 
not, that * ere ehould be o list of whet was withheld end la then made avail- 
able. "hlle I welcome yow renewed aeaursnee that you era keeping e 
whet I b«ve caked for, I note that after a year I ea etill without t 

of violation of your own regulations with regard to precisely this and as it 

relates to ae« 



I* 



?or the rucerd, to those previous letters on the meaordndura of 
tronsfer you claim ie a private paper, I should li’to to not* thet it 

tho apodal copy of it to which you eiluda ideht so be regarded for purpose* 
of denial, if It ever bad raca status this ms ear read oral by the govern- 
ment wnen it wsj uud as a working paper In the report ef the ?eo»l eon-roked 
by Attorney Oan-rel Cl-rk, which was made jxibllc. On this additional heals, 

I renew my request for it* 



By this time your agency has made it clear that it will withhold 
responses to ay request ee long as it vr>vi*ly can. In ad ition to ell the 
other problems this creates fcr .ue. properly urdcratic^ing »bn . maanlng 
there aey b« in y our delayed response requires the rereading ef an enewnous 
file. Therefore. I would appreciate it if, a t*j r the nlmimm > of not lees then 
two months of delay that you teen to ho^e ordrined, have felled to alter if 
not at your oiuor, has elapsed and you bevo nchioved the obdoua nwposo 
for which you require it, you would refer to the dote cf the inquiry. 



h»ay ^ hope taut you can waive this restriction for purpenee of 
telling; ao th^ total staount charged to uy as aunt for the pictoire-toking 
and copying of Hay Id? I would like to know at your earliest convenience. 



Sincerely, 



Harold Belabors 



